Main limitations: Direct access and engagement of those primarily managing telephone calls was difficult.
University of Liverpool, Institute of Veterinary Science, Leahurst Campus, Neston, UK. Email: caroline.hodgkinson@aht.org.uk. Background: Equine infectious diseases represent a major welfare concern. Biosecurity is relevant to the entire equestrian community, yet the extent to which existing guidelines are utilised in the nonracing equine population is unknown.
Objectives: To describe the implementation of biosecurity practices and facilities available on a cross-section of nonracing British equestrian premises.
Study design: Cross-sectional.
Methods: Postal questionnaires were administered to a random sample of horse-owners, requesting information on owners' involvement with horses, equestrian premises, biosecurity practices undertaken and facilities available at the premises. Factors associated with implementation of biosecurity were assessed using Pearson's chisquared tests.
Results: Useable response rate was 65% (n = 708/1091). 59% of respondents were leisure owners/riders (n = 415/708), with 92% (n = 638/696) having >10 years of equine experience. Handwashing facilities were available on 86% (n = 606/708) of premises. Regardless of availability, 59% (n = 414/707) of respondents reported rarely/never washing their hands prior to equine contact, with an association between lack of pre-handwashing and nonprofessional owners (P = 0.007), and 34% (n = 240/708) rarely/never washed their hands after contact. 42% of premises had a biosecurity plan (n = 248/594); this was positively associated with commercial premises (P<0.001). Dedicated isolation facilities were present on 54% (n = 364/679) of premises; most frequently a separate stable (52%) or field/paddock (43%). Presence of an isolation facility was associated with commercial premises (P<0.001). Most respondents vaccinated for influenza (89%; n = 627/705); however, professional owner status was associated with lower levels of influenza vaccination (P = 0.02). 58% of respondents (n = 412/706) owned/managed their premises, of which 77% (n = 296/ 387) reported having a protocol for new arrivals, with passport check and anthelmintic treatment most commonly undertaken (both 57%).
Main limitations: Questionnaire response bias.
Conclusions: Implementation of biosecurity practices varies among equestrian premises, with some measures undertaken relatively infrequently. The measures undertaken are associated with specific owner and premises factors which should be considered when providing appropriate biosecurity advice. Objectives: This study aimed to ascertain the types of CAM and therapies used by horse-owners, and to determine which therapies were perceived to be most useful. Additionally, the study aimed to better understand the motivation of horse-owners for using these therapies.
Study design: A cross-sectional questionnaire survey of 1086 owners of pleasure horses.
Methods: An online survey was distributed to horse-owners via social media. Closed questions were analysed using descriptive statistics. Thematic analysis was used to investigate the free text answers.
Results:
The most popular CAM therapies were physiotherapy, herbal remedies, the use of a chiropractor and massage therapy. Most therapies were used in conjunction with veterinary treatment but vets were not always made aware of this. For respiratory and skin conditions, herbal remedies were used more frequently than veterinary treatments. Despite only vets being legally allowed to administer animal acupuncture, 30% of acupuncture was reported as being administered by lay people. Financial cost is a significant driver to opt for CAM.
Main limitations:
There was confusion/disagreement by respondents over the definitions of some of the CAM therapies. Respondents to the survey may not be truly representative of the general horse-owning population.
Conclusions: CAM usage appears to be very prevalent and horseowners invest substantial financial resources to use it. Owners often wish to discuss CAM with their vets but believe vets either have limited knowledge or are 'closed minded'. Vets should be better informed and prepared to discuss the advantages and disadvantages and plausibility of various types of CAM with owners.
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